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PER CURI AM

David Thrasher, a Mssouri inmate, appeals fromthe district
court's' denial of his 28 U S.C. § 2254 petition as procedurally
barred. Thrasher argues the district court erred by denying his
petition without an evidentiary hearing and by failing to appoint
counsel sua sponte.

Thrasher has not alleged cause and prejudice or actual
i nnocence to excuse his default. See Coleman v. Thonpson, 501 U. S
722, 750 (1991). Hi s general allegations of ineffective assistance
of counsel do not constitute cause as they are not the sane as the
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al l egations of ineffectiveness he raised in state postconviction
proceedi ngs. See MKinnon v. Lockhart, 921 F.2d 830, 832 (8th G r
1990) (per curiam (claimof ineffective assistance of appellate

counsel nmay be used to establish cause for procedural default only
if first presented to state courts as independent Sixth Amendnent
claim, cert. denied, 501 U S. 1208 (1991). Therefore, Thrasher
was not entitled to an evidentiary hearing. See WIlson v. Kemna,
12 F. 3d 145, 146 (8th Cr. 1994) (no entitlenent to evidentiary
hearing in habeas proceeding where record clearly indicates
petitioner's clains are procedurally barred). We concl ude the
district court did not abuse its discretion by not appointing
counsel sua sponte. See Smth v. G oose, 998 F.2d 1439, 1442 (8th
Cr. 1993).

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is affirnmed.
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